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The Final Office Action rejected all pending claims imder 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, paragraph 
one, solely on the grounds that the claims contain subject matter which was not described in the 
specification. Specifically, with regard to claim 1, the Final Office Action asserted that the 
limitation "receiving a voice contact including voice contact message" and "converting the voice 
message to voice message data in digitized, packetized form and then converting the packetized 
voice message to text form using speech recognition" were not disclosed in the original 
specification (Final Office Action, p. 2, Imes 18-21). The Final Office Action concedes that the 
specification discloses receiving a message having contact information where the message is a 
voice message, and where the voice message is packetized, and then converted to text; but that 
there is no support that "a voice contact message of a voice contact has been converted to a voice 
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message data in digitized, packetized form and then converting the packetized voice message 
data to text form using speech recognition" (Final Office Action, p. 3, lines 3-6; Examiner's 
emphasis). 

The first element of claim 1 asserted to be unsupported is "receiving a voice contact 
including a voice message" (Claim 1, line 3). This is fully disclosed in the specification, for 
example, in paragraph 50 ("For each contact received, the pertinent data may be assembled and 
maintained in a database or central repository. For a voice contact, it may be 'packetized'", 
paragraph 50, lines 2-4). Further, the Final Office Action concedes that the specification 
discloses receivmg a message where the message can be a voice message (Final Office Action, p. 

2, line 21 - p. 3, line 2). Clearly receiving a voice contact where a voice contact includes at least 
a voice message is disclosed in the specification (also see, e.g. paragraph 12, 13, 43, 44, 47, 51). 

The second element of claim 1 asserted to be unsupported is "converting the voice 
message to voice message data in digitized, packetized form and then converting the packetized 
voice message data to text using speech recognition. . ." (Claim 1, lines 4-5). Regarding this 
claim element, the Final Office Action concedes that the specification discloses converting voice 
messages to packetized form and converting the packetized data to text (Final Office Action, p. 

3, lines 2-3). Further, paragraph 50 of the specification discloses "For a voice contact, it may be 
packetized as a 'WAV or 'MPS file', for example. The file may then be converted to text by a 
voice recognition module." (p. 14, paragraph 50, lines 4-5). Thus, the clauned feature 
"converting the voice message to voice message data in digitized, packetized form and then 
converting the packetized voice message data to text using speech recognition. . ." is fiilly 
disclosed. 
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The Office Action highlights "voice contact message of a voice contact" (Final Office 
Action, p. 3, lines 3-4). However, while this phrase does not appear in claim 1, it is clear from 
the above that the claimed conversion of the voice message of the voice contact is disclosed. 
The Final Office Action also highlights the term "speech recognition". As discussed above, the 
specification discloses "converted to text by a voice recognition module" (p. 14, paragraph 50, 
lines 4-5); ". . .including voice contacts which have been converted to text via voice 
recognition. . ." (p. 4 paragraph 12, Imes 2-3; and p. 13, paragraph 49, lines 2-3). Thus, it is clear 
that conversion to text using voice recognition is disclosed, and that the term voice recognition is 
being used to describe automated conversion of voice speech to text. It is well known in the art 
that the term "speech recognition" is widely used to describe the same process. Thus the claimed 
speech recognition is clearly disclosed by the specification's description of voice recognition to 
convert voice messages to text and therefore the claims are in compliance with 35 U.S.C. §112. 

Since there was no other rejection of the claims in the Fmal Office Action, it is 
respectfully submitted that the application is m condition for allowance. Accordingly, a Notice 
of Allowance is respectfiiUy requested. 

The Final Office Action did not explicitiy state that the issue was use in the claim of the 
term "speech recognition" instead of the term "voice recognition". However, if this is the issue. 
Applicant would agree to amending the claims to replace "speech recognition" with "voice 
recognition". 
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Respectfully submitted. 
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